Party political incongruence in the UK after 2007 has had a moderate effect on both the machinery of intergovernmental relations and the dominant modes of intergovernmental interaction. In assessing changes in intergovernmental structures, we find more frequent meetings and more formalized interactions. A preference for informal bilateral exchange, however, still prevails. In assessing changes in the nature of intergovernmental relations, we find some intensification of conflict, but amid continued cooperation. While one might find more pronounced changes after longer periods of party political incongruence, we argue that the limited effect observed thus 2 far can be traced back to (i) formal-legal features of the UK multi-level polity (ii) the nature of the policy sectors requiring intergovernmental coordination (iii) the specific political dynamics within the constituent governments, and (iv) the mitigating role and structure of non-elected institutions such as the civil service and the judiciary.
Intergovernmental Relations after Devolution
Advocates of devolution paid little heed to the necessity or mechanisms of intergovernmental relations (IGR). Their focus was instead on self-government, policy autonomy, democratic renewal and national distinctiveness. Nonetheless, a system of formal and, more often, informal relations between the devolved governments and the UK government has emerged. This was inevitable, given the necessity of governmental interaction to address the disputes, interdependencies and spill-over effects resulting from constitutional overlaps, as well as the need to confront policy problems which defy competence divisions, and to develop common positions in advance of EU negotiations.
We might expect that such relations would be more effortless and harmonious when governments at each level are led by the same political party. Under such conditions of party congruence, sub-state party branches are (usually) part of broader polity-wide party organizations (organizational cohesion), and consequently, political agendas, ideological preferences and policy goals may be more readily shared across territorial boundaries (programmatic congruence). Indeed, we might expect this to be especially so in the UK, where political parties (outside of Northern Ireland) have maintained a cohesive structure and identity across territorial and institutional boundaries since devolution. The sub-state branches of state-wide parties have seen their decisionmaking autonomy over devolved elections and policy-making enhanced to varying degrees. Yet, in Scotland and Wales, these parties retain a deep sense of identification with and commitment to the state-wide party (Laffin and Shaw, 2007; Bradbury, 2009; Fabre, 2008; Detterbeck and Hepburn, 2010) .
The vertical integration within the statewide parties coincides with a growing internal differentiation of the party systems across each of the territories of the UK. Although the Scottish, Welsh and Northern Irish party systems have long been distinctive from the party system in England, devolution has magnified these differences. Devolution has turned the UK party system into a genuinely 'multi-level party system' (Swenden and Maddens, 2009 ) in which 'the system of interactions resulting from inter-party competition', to use Sartori's phrase (Sartori, 1976) , no longer takes place within one electoral arena but both within and across the devolved and Westminster arenas of electoral competition (Hough and Jeffery, 2006) . Party competition within these distinctive institutional arenas does not take place in a bubble: electoral outcomes, party decisions and inter-party debates and trade-offs which occur at one level can influence party politics at another level. Thus, we might expect multi-level party competition to find expression in the intergovernmental arena especially in times of incongruence, when governments at each level are led by competing political parties.
This territorial differentiation of the party system has found expression in the UK's system of multi-level government, especially since the election of nationalist parties to government in 2007, and the formation of the UK Conservative-Liberal Democrat coalition government in 2010. This newfound prevalence of party political incongruence in the composition of central and devolved government presented us with an opportunity to examine whether the adversarial party competition characteristic of Westminster parliamentary politics has transferred to the multi-level arena, giving rise to a new climate in IGR.
We set out two guiding questions in the introduction to this volume to discern the impact of party incongruence on IGR, based upon two empirical dimensions -the form, or structure, of IGR and the nature, or climate, in which these relations are conducted. First, we asked whether party political incongruence had resulted in a more institutionalized structure of IGR, in place of the emphasis upon informality, which had characterised IGR during the first eight years of devolution. Second, we asked whether party political incongruence generated more antagonistic interactions between the Westminster government and the devolved administrations in areas that require intergovernmental coordination. In this concluding chapter we first address both of these questions in light of the evidence presented in the contributions to this volume, and in the knowledge exchange generated within our ESRC seminar series.
We argue that although there have been some moderate changes to the form and use of the intergovernmental machinery, and a notable increase in the extent of competition in intergovernmental relationships, the overall effect of party incongruence has been more modest than hypothesised at the outset. We then examine the institutional and political features of the UK which may account for the modest change observed. In so doing, we situate the UK in a comparative context to underline the extent to which the observations concerning the UK are related to UK-specific features or, alternatively, find resonance in other multi-level states. We conclude by reflecting upon the outcome of the 2011 devolved elections for the future dynamics of IGR in the UK.
Party Political (In)congruence and its Impact on the Machinery of

Intergovernmental Relations
In relation to our first dimension, contributors were asked to examine whether party political incongruence had led to increased formalization or institutionalization of intergovernmental relations. Following Bolleyer (2006; , increased institutionalization becomes visible: when core groups of government representatives meet more frequently in intergovernmental fora or councils as pre-structured settings rather than on an ad hoc or needs-only basis; if there have been increased resources allocated to the servicing of such councils, for example, in the form of secretariats to prepare meetings and provide expertise; if the decision-making rules of these councils have become more specified and elaborate; and if new structures have been created or are evolving to facilitate information exchange and collective decision making, and to thereby handle intergovernmental processes efficiently. Finally, the institutionalization of IGR would be evident in the creation and usage of formal mechanisms of conflict resolution.
In the introduction, we hypothesized that incongruence may have accelerated the need for institutionalized IGR since the mechanisms of intra-party coordination between and across levels can no longer be activated, necessitating more intergovernmental coordination mechanisms instead. As a counter-hypothesis, party incongruence may lead to a decline in institutionalized IGR since party politically incongruent governments may want to have as little to do with each other as possible. The evidence presented in this special issue suggests that incongruence has somewhat increased the level of formalized or institutionalized IGR, but not to the extent that some had hoped.
In the first eight years of devolution, IGR were scarcely formalized. The key multilateral body set up to streamline IGR, the Joint Ministerial Committee, proved to be of relatively little significance (Trench, 2007a) . In its functional format, JMC meetings were just as rare; only the JMC (Europe) met regularly, usually four or five times a year, and with a significant policy coordination role, in preparation for meetings of the European Council (see Högenauer, 2011) . That is not to suggest that the UK's multi-level administrations rarely met, but when they did it was more often outside of the JMC framework. As Gallagher outlined in his contribution to this volume, multilateral meetings of Finance ministers have been fairly regular, and the frequent meetings of agricultural ministers -again outside of the JMC frameworkwere held up as a positive example of intergovernmental collaboration (HL SC, 2002) . But intergovernmental communication was designed -inasmuch as it was designed at all -to be informal and, in the words of the Memorandum of Understanding, 'between departments which deal on a day-to-day basis with the issue at stake' (Memorandum of Understanding, 1999).
We hypothesised that the prevalence of informal intergovernmental interaction was at least in part a result of the dominance of the Labour Party in government at Westminster, in the Scottish Parliament and in the National Assembly for Wales. The moderate increase in the institutionalization of multilateral IGR has not replaced informal bilateral engagement, which remains the prevalent form of IGR. However, in the view of senior civil servants involved in the process, the JMC now sits at the apex of the UK's intergovernmental processes, establishing conventions and rules of the game within which more routine intergovernmental interaction takes place. The commitment to the process demonstrated by senior ministers within the UK government after 2010 was also thought to send a 'powerful signal' which promoted good relations throughout the civil service machine. But in spite of this increased formal interaction, there is no evident increase in collective decision making, and a preference for informal bilateral exchange clearly prevails on all sides.
Party Political (In)congruence and its Impact on Intergovernmental Dynamics
In examining the nature of intergovernmental interactions, we were concerned with the extent to which party political congruence contributed to cooperative and cordial relations and, conversely, whether heightened party incongruence engendered more This was illustrated when the UK government challenged the Scottish government's competence to make (more generous) compensation payments to those suffering from Hepatitis C as a result of contaminated blood products (see Cairney, 2006: 433; and this volume Hence, the Welsh Assembly Government asserted its distinctiveness from
Westminster more readily than its Scottish counterparts, albeit while retaining a similar desire to avoid overt intergovernmental disputes.
In the wake of the 2007 elections, there has been a moderate increase in intergovernmental tensions, especially in Scottish-UK relations. As well as kickstarting the debate over Scotland's constitutional future, the SNP sought to maximise its influence within the current constitutional settlement, while at the same time exposing the limitations of that settlement when making the case for greater self government for Scotland. The SNP government also set out to adopt a more assertive style in its dealings with the UK government than had been evident under the previous Scottish administration, staking a claim to 'stand up for Scotland' within the Union.
Not surprisingly, this assertiveness created periodic intergovernmental conflict. For example, the UK government's prisoner transfer agreement with Libya, without prior consultation with or agreement from the Scottish government, was regarded as a threat to Scotland's judicial independence given its implications for the release of Abdelbaset Ali Mohmed al Megrahi, the man convicted of the Lockerbie bombing (see Gallagher, this volume). The Scottish government voiced its protests vociferously and publicly, much to the embarrassment of the UK government (Trench, 2007b) .
Intergovernmental tension has also been evident on financial issues. To some extent, the scope for intergovernmental conflict on fiscal issues has been limited in the UK compared to other multi-level systems given the pre-determined method of calculating fiscal transfers and the unconditional nature of the block grant. However, the constraints imposed by Treasury rules have generated heated intergovernmental exchanges between the Scottish government (and the other devolved administrations) and the UK Treasury, both before and after the 2010 General Election. These tensions have been less on the application of the Barnett formula (which for now is taken as given) than on what Trench refers to as 'second-order issues' (Trench, 2008: 81) .
These include issues concerning the means by which the Scottish government might access additional resources from the Treasury, for example, from End Year Flexibility and the Fossil Fuel Levy.
However, the degree of Scottish-UK intergovernmental conflict should not be exaggerated. Cairney (this volume) described the change as piecemeal rather than given the lack of added value in joining forces in opposition to the UK government.
As one official noted, there are a limited number of common issues, no votes in the JMC and 'no more bang for your buck' when devolved administrations combine to engage collectively with the UK government (senior official, Welsh Assembly government, speaking at an Institute of Government conference, London, September 2011).
Explaining the Limited Impact of Incongruence on UK Intergovernmental Relations
What explains this relatively modest effect of party political incongruence on both the machinery of IGR and the dominant modes of interaction? Why have IGR not become more institutionalized or more adversarial? In the paragraphs below, we seek to answer both questions, where useful by putting the UK into a comparative perspective. Although we are conscious not to put too much emphasis on the 'exceptional' features of UK devolution, there are nonetheless some aspects of devolution which render highly institutionalized or highly adversarial IGR less likely than in a majority of parliamentary federal states. We seek to understand the dynamics of IGR in the UK with reference to four specific features: (i) formal-legal features of the UK multi-level polity (ii) the nature of the policy sectors requiring IGR (iii) the political dynamics within the constituent governments, and (iv) the mitigating role and structure of non-elected institutions, notably the civil service and the judiciary.
Formal-legal features
The UK is not a federal state but a territorially devolved, plurinational union (Elazar, 1988 , Watts 1998 1999; Bogdanor 2001; Keating, this volume Assembly Government was more exposed to the 'shadow of hierarchy' (Héritier and Lehmkuhl, 2008) , and has struggled to get Wales and Welsh issues on to the political agenda of central government. This 'shadow' was as apparent in periods of congruence as it was in periods of incongruence, highlighted by the internal power struggle within the Wales Labour Party between its Westminster and Assembly wings.
Policy sectors
The processes and nature of IGR are also affected by the policy sectors to which they apply and we can observe variation in the degrees of conflict that characterize certain policy fields. As the policy literature emphasises, each policy field embraces a variety of issues representing different interest constellations, inviting different patterns of conflict (Lowi 1964; Scharpf 1997) . However, comparing a range of policy areas allows for a relative estimation of the given conflict potential. Fiscal and welfare policy, because of their highly redistributive nature, can be classified as prone to high conflict. Conflict can also be intense in intergovernmental negotiations over development programmes, for example, regional policy or transport policy, since they usually involve large sums of money. Less conflictual IGR can be expected in policy fields that are highly technical and regulatory, or where governments at different levels broadly share policy goals. Environmental regulations -pollution control, carbon emissions reductions, energy demand, etc -provide a good example.
In the UK, the highly centralized, but less politicized, mechanisms underpinning the 
Political dynamics
The political dynamics within each unit of a multi-level polity, most notably the nature of executive-legislative interactions, can shape IGR (Benz 2004: 133) . The distinction between one-party governments and coalition governments is crucial here, as is the relative strength of government and parties at each level. Governmental tiers which usually produce one-party majority cabinets tend to have more frequent turnover of parties of government, raising the costs of maintaining steady interaction and of building strong infrastructures to channel intergovernmental processes.
Moreover, electoral competition and the threat of electoral defeat heightens the tendency to shift blame on to other governments, fostering mutual distrust and inhibiting fruitful intergovernmental exchange (Bolleyer, 2009) 
Non-elected institutions
Finally the contributions by Parry and Trench focused on two institutions that help to keep intergovernmental tensions at bay. With regard to both of these institutions, the UK is an outlier. The first is the civil service, and its capacity to 'oil and glue' IGR.
Party incongruence is likely to matter less where the senior civil service has retained a politically neutral character or is still part of an integrated state-wide civil service. The former is the case for all parts of the UK, the latter holds for all the devolved territories except Northern Ireland. In this sense, the UK experience is quite different from that of most federal states in Europe and North America, in which many of the functions of the senior civil service are carried out by political advisors (in political or ministerial cabinets) or senior civil servants with a clear political affiliation (as in the US where the spoils system applies).
In mitigating the adversarial character of IGR, this political neutrality may matter at least as much as the integrated nature of the civil service. Parry substantiates this point with reference to the autonomous Northern Ireland civil service. Conflicts between the Northern Irish and UK governments cannot be attributed to the lack of an integrated civil service, especially since the NI civil service operates under procedures that are almost identical to that of the UK Home civil service. At the same time,
Parry's contribution also shows that even devolved governments in which nationalist parties participate (who often prefer an autonomous civil service as a matter of principle) acknowledge the added value of an integrated civil service, ensuring that the most senior civil servants in the devolved governments know their way around Whitehall.
The minimal intervention of the courts in devolution matters is also comparatively unusual (see Trench, this volume) . In many federal states, the judiciary has played an influential role in shaping intergovernmental relationships (Baier, 2006) . Part of the explanation for why this has not been the case in the UK can again be found in the 'unequal relationship' which sets devolution apart from a federal setting. In the UK, 
Conclusion
What then, can we conclude, about the effect of party congruence and incongruence on the structures and dynamics of IGR in the UK? Four years of prevalent incongruence is a relatively short time-frame from which to draw definitive conclusions with regard to changes in institutional structures or dominant dynamics.
Nonetheless, we can make preliminary observations with regard to both the machinery of IGR and the nature of intergovernmental dynamics. These are summarised in Figure 1 .
FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE -OR IN AN APPENDIX
First, there appears to have been greater continuity than change in the limited degree of institutionalization which characterises IGR in the UK. There have been some changes, most notably with the establishment of the JMC (Domestic) and the reestablishment of the JMC in its plenary form, as well as an elaboration of the mechanisms for dispute resolution. This may in part be a result of pressure from the numerous committees and specialists calling for a more robust system of IGR, but it is especially in response to pressure from the devolved administrations and of the fact of party incongruence itself. But this renewed intergovernmental machinery has not replaced the day-to-day informal interaction envisaged back in 1999 within the Memorandum of Understanding. Moreover, the enthusiasm for the formal machinery already appears to be waning. Their hierarchical structure, the non-binding nature of their agreements and the lack of a veto for the devolved administrations weakens the incentive for participation. The asymmetrical system, meanwhile, encourages both the UK and devolved governments to focus on bilateral rather than multilateral intergovernmental processes of exchange. Asymmetry and the lack of decentralised government for England, the largest nation of the UK by some distance, also weakens the incentive for the UK government to invest time and resources in elaborate intergovernmental coordination mechanisms.
Second, party political incongruence has produced more tension and stalemate than was evident in the era of predominant party congruence, especially in the case of altogether clear what they gained from this process. This is not wholly surprising.
Even in dispute resolution mode, JMC meetings are chaired by a UK government minister (although one who is expected to be removed from the matter at hand) and staffed by a UK-led secretariat.
We should be careful not to exaggerate the extent of conflict, however. In Wales, While the competing nationalist objectives of the Scottish and UK governments (before and after 2010) provides fertile ground for competitive and adversarial IGR, even here the media focus on constitutional 'turf wars' between the two governments masks a good deal of cooperation in policy areas where the policy objectives are shared. However, the need for intergovernmental coordination was less evident in Scotland than in Wales, given the latter's (now diminishing) dependence on the offices of Westminster and Whitehall for primary legislation and consent for legislative competence. This need is also less evident in Scotland than in other multilevel systems with a less dual distribution of competences.
The change of government in the 2010 UK General Elections has altered these intergovernmental dynamics insofar as the severe budget cuts of the UK government have major financial repercussions for the devolved territories. Arguably, significant cuts (or considerable tax rises) would have been unavoidable, even under a Labourled government at the centre. Yet, as we write the final sentences to this special issue, the biggest challenge yet to UK devolution has just emerged from the election of an SNP majority government in Scotland. In the short term, the SNP is likely to prefer its 'insider strategy', especially to gain further powers from the centre in revising the UK Scotland Bill. In the long run, however, a political fight with the centre on the future of the union is inevitable as the referendum on independence draws nearer. With just one Conservative MP from Scotland, and after the heavy losses faced by the Scottish Liberal Democrats in the 2011 parliamentary election, it is not clear how strong a fight the UK's governing parties are willing to, or can, put up against the SNP to address nationalist grievances. As Keating puts it, there is a genuine risk that the more salient the Scottish constitutional issue becomes, the stronger also is the English resentment at granting further concessions, in the form of more home rule or a stronger say for Scotland (and consequently the other devolved territories) in UK matters.
It remains to be seen how these UK-Scottish dynamics will generate spill-over effects on the multilateral framework for IGR (especially the JMC) and the bilateral UKWelsh and UK-Northern Irish relationships. The Northern Irish example demonstrates that in understanding the effect of incongruence on the machinery and the dynamics of IGR, we need not only to pay attention to the nature of incongruence (with or without home rule parties in government) and the degree of incongruence (total or partial), but also to the broader legal, political and historical context in which that incongruence has emerged. Indeed, in a highly asymmetrical setting like the UK, distinct settlements shape the relations between each devolved administration and the centre. In this sense, the framework of devolution is fundamentally different from that of a federation in which vertical and horizontal asymmetries, if present, are less pronounced and party political incongruence is likely to generate more homogeneous effects on IGR. 
